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Appellant Pine Belt Automotive, Inc. appeals the district court’s orders granting 

summary judgment to Defendant-Appellee Granite State Insurance Company.  For the 

reasons set forth below, we will affirm. 

Because we write primarily for the parties, we need not repeat the facts and 

procedural history of this case.  Moreover, the district court has ably summarized that 

background.  See Pine Belt Auto., Inc. v. Royal Indem. Co., 2008 WL 4682582 (D.N.J. 

Oct. 21, 2008); Pine Belt Auto., Inc. v. Royal Indem. Co., 2009 WL 424384 (D.N.J. Feb. 

19, 2009); Pine Belt Auto., Inc. v. Royal Indem. Co., 2009 WL 1025564 (D.N.J. Apr. 16, 

2009).  On appeal, Pine Belt argues that the district court erred in finding that: (1) the 

alteration of credit applications by Pine Belt’s employee was not covered under Granite’s 

policy; (2) Granite was not prohibited by waiver or estoppel from arguing that the 

alteration of credit applications by Pine Belt’s employee was not covered; (3) Royal’s 

declination of coverage was appropriate for additional reasons beyond the fact that Pine 

Belt’s losses did not fall within the extended discovery period; (4) Royal’s policy was 

unambiguous, reasonable and enforceable, and did not violate public policy; (5) Pine Belt 

could not recover under the Truth in Lending provisions in the Granite and Royal 

policies. 

In his detailed and thoughtful opinions filed in this case, Judge Pisano carefully 

and clearly explained his reasons for granting motions for summary judgment filed by 

Granite and Royal and denying Pine Belt’s motion for reconsideration.  See Pine Belt 

Auto., Inc. v. Royal Indem. Co., 2008 WL 4682582 (D.N.J. Oct. 21, 2008); Pine Belt 

Auto., Inc. v. Royal Indem. Co., 2009 WL 424384 (D.N.J. Feb. 19, 2009); Pine Belt 
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Auto., Inc. v. Royal Indem. Co., 2009 WL 1025564 (D.N.J. Apr. 16, 2009).  We will 

affirm the district court’s orders substantially for the reasons set forth in those orders 

without further elaboration. 

 

 


